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Statc Watct' Resources (lontrol tsoard
Addcndum to 'l ask Force RcPorts

October 21, 1995- Afternoon Session

The task tbroes met and identified inconsistencies between the various task fbrce reports. The

following items were identified and disoussed:

I. Chemical-Specific Objectives fask Force

The Chemical-Specifio Task Force olarified that when they suggested that the State should use

risk levels of l0's and 10{ fbr caroinoge ns in recommendation 2, page 3 oftheir report that
this is not inoonsistent with the Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Foroe's suggested

option of using 10{ and l0r in number 9 on page l0 of the Effluent-Dependent Water
Bodies Task Force Report. The Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Foroe was addressing
a more specialized case and the Chemical-Specific Objectives Task Force was intending their

recommendation for a more general statervide application.

The Chemical-Speoifio Objectives Task Force clarified that the analysis nAppendix 2 of the
Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Force Report was not reviewed and approved by the
entire task force.

Site-Specific Objectives Task Force

The Chemical-Specifio Objectives Task Force Report rationale for recommendation l, page 2
includes language similar, but not identical, to that suggested by the Site-Speoifio Objectives
Task Force tntheir Proposed Language, nttmber 3, page / regarding the development of site-
specifio objectives by the Regional Boards. It rvas clarified that the Chemical-Specific
Objectives Task Force recommendations were intended to be general in nature and to defer to
the Site-Speoific Objectives Task Force on specifics.

A question was raised as to whether the Site-Speoific Objectives Task Foroe intended their
recommendations to apply to toxicity objectives as well as chemical-specific objectives. This
differentiation had not been disoussed by the task force and was not able to be resolved at this
meeting.

Toxicity Objectives Task Force

The Permitting and Complianoe Issues Task Foroe Report refers to whole effluent toxioit"v
testing on page 18, second bullet and ln section 2 (d). It was clarified during the meeting that
"aquatic toxicity testing" is a more aoourate term than "whole effluent toxicity testing." It
was suggestedthat page I8, second bullet, and 2(d) should be deleted from the Permitting
Task Force Report.

The Toxioity Objeotives Task Force clarified thar support for Recommendation #10A -

Narrative Objective, page I5 in the Toxicity Objeotives Task Force Report should include
support by Regional Boards.

II.

IIL
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n'. Agricultural \\'aters I'ask Force

'l-he narrativc objcctives identified bv the Agricultural \\:atets 'lask Force Report
(Recommendation 1t I , page 28) arrd th"' Toxicity Task F'orce Report (Recommendation 11 10,
page l 5 - |varrative Oblective) are diftbrentiated by the use of the tenns "lethal" and
"detrimental." Iu addition, the Agric'ultrrral \\/aters Task Force Report addresses seasonal
variations. alrd acute and ohronic toxicitr. The Toxicitv Task Force clarified that they had
attempted to build this llexibility irrto their irnplemenlatiorr recomrncndations and felt that the
reoommendations suggested bv the Agricultural Waters Task Force agreed in intent with what
rvas suggested by the Toxicity' Task Foroe.

Effluent-Dependeirt Waters Task Force Report definition of effluent-dependent water body in
Section,t.4,Optionl,onpage3,oouldbeconstruedtoinclude agricultural water. After
discussion, it rvas conoluded that, depending upon rvhioh definitions are selected by'the State
Board, it may be necessary for the State Board to reoonoile the different definitions of an
effluent-dependent water body offered b,v- the Effluent-Dependent Waters Task Force and the
recommendations ofthe Agricultural Waters Task Force.

Site-Specific Objeotives Task Force Report (page 5 of Proposed Language, in the
"statement in Support of Proposed Plan Language Establishing "Triggers" for
Proceeding with Site-Specrfic Objectives Studies") suggests that the esiablishment of
oategorical water quality objectives for speoial types of waters would reduoe the demand for
site-specific objective studies. Through discussion it was clarified that the establishment of
oategorical water bodies with new beneficial use desigr.ations would require categorical
objeotive studies. These studies, if necessary, should be carried out at the State Board level
rather than the Regional Board level. and rvould reduce the need for development of numerous
site-specific objectives.

Regarding the Chemical-Specific Objeotives Task Force Report (recommendati on number
I2, rationale. page I6, "Numeric Criteria for Aquatic Life '), the Agricultural Waters Task
Force felt that the rationale did not explain why or how the recommendation was being made
and should be labeled as an "Option" rath€r than as "Rationale." Ivlembers of the Chernical-
Specific Objeotives Task Force had no objection to this suggestion.

The definition of mixing zones in the Permitting and Complianoe Issues Task Foroe Report
(section M (C), page 26) and the Toxioity Task Force Report (recommendation #8, page

/ | should be reoonoiled with the definitions in the Agricultural Waters Task Force Report
(option 3, page j2).

The Agrioultural Waters Task Force also notedthatthe Permitting and Compliance Issues
Task Foroe did a betterjob of identi$ingthat small dischargers would need funding for site-
specific objectives; this was not covered in the Site-Specifio Objeotives Task Foroe Report.

Efrrent-Dependent \ileter Bodies Task f,'once

The Effluent-Dependent Water Bodies Task Foroe deoided to delAe Appendix 2 frontheir
r€port. Referenoe to this Appendix should be deleted fromthe table of conteirts, ohanging

v.
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..Ippendit .) to,Jppcndix 2. ()n puge g ol'thcir repofl. thc last setttcnoc ol'thc lirst lirll

paragraph strould be dclctcd. All other rcferences to Appendix 2 should bc dclctcd and all

refercnces to,lppcndix i shotrld be ohangod to,4ppcndix 2.

Permitting and Compliance Issues 'l'ask l'orce

Inconsistenoy was rroted between the reports of Permitting and Compliance Issues Task Force

and the Chemical-speoilio Objectives Task Force in the respective sections addressing

detection limits:

The Chemical-Specifio Objectives Task Foroe recommends computing statewide detection

limits using statewide laboratory data (page I5 in section I l, "Detection Limits for
Reporting Data".).

The Permitting arrd Compliance lssues Task Foroe recommends that detection limits be based
upon matrix specifio inter-laboratory testing using 40CFRl36 approved test methods or,
rvhere test data is not available to determine matrix specific inter-laboratory detection limits,
that disohargers be given the opportunity to develop the detection limits. Altemately, where

this is not feasible, default values shall be defined (page 39 in section wI (A) 0(a),
"Detection limit and quant{ication limit de/initions").

Members present from the Chemical-Speoific Objectives Task Foroe explained that their
sestion addressing detection limits u'as not intended to prevent the development or use of
matrix speoifio deteotion limits or default values. Rather, the Chemical-Speoifio Objeotives
Task Force recommends that the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) oontinue
to meet with stakeholders to develop gtridanoe and methodology for defining deteotion limits,
inoluding the development or use of matrix specifio detection limits or default values.

Inconsistency was noted between the reports of Permitting and Compliance Issues Task Foroe
and the Site-Specific Objeotives Task Foroe in the respeotive sections addressing plaoing
effluent limits in permits while a site-speoifio objective study is in progress:

The Site-Specific Objectives Task Force recommends that during the period where site-
speoific objective studies are being conduoted, the Regional Boards shall place effluent
limitations based upon the sLatewide water quality objectives into NPDES permits and waste
disoharge requirements only in conjunction with an appropriate oompliance schedule (page 3
in section 7, "Proposed Language").

The Permitting and Compliance Issues Task Foroe recommeirds that during the period where a
site-specifio objeotives study is being oonduoted, no final water quality-based effluent
limitations shall be plaoed in permits unless the deadline for oompliance falls within the permit
term or the final affluent limitation has been developed and is achievable within the term of the
permit (page 2l-25 in section M, "Interim Permit Requirements").

Members present from the Site-Specific Objectives Task Force olarified that their section was
not intended to be more restristive than the Permitting and Compliance Iszues Task Foroe's
seotion, i.e., they would defer to the reoommendation of the Permitting and Complianoe Issues
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faskForce rcgardingplacingctlh.rentlirnitsinpcnnitsrvhile asite-spccificobjcctivesltrdr is

in progress.

VII. Watershed Task Forcc

. The Agrioultural Waters Task Force Rcport (page 33, Implementation, Recommendation #l:

Goalsj refersto the involvemcnt of stakeholders irr an approach to irnplementation usittg a

11atershed philosoph.n--. 'I'he Watenshcd'l'ask Forcc suggested that the delinition of
,,stakeholder." Watershed Task Force Report (page 8), is more complete. The Watershed

Task F'orce also suggested that stakeholders should be included in the earliest stages of

watershed managem€nt.

. The Watershed Task Force suggested that it would prefer the Permitting and Complianoe

Issues and Site-Specific Objectives task force reports to include more recognition of rvatershed

managemenr and to urge partioipation in u'atershed management before pursuing other

options. The tu'o task forces clarified their inclusion of rvatershed management in their

riports. (Perntitting and Compliance Issues - Section III, A, p. 4; Site-Spectfic Oblectives -

Decision Tree Narrative Discussion, Item 8, page 3)'

o The Watershed Task Force clarified that they had ohosen not to use the tetminology "TlvIDU'

in their report as the term has beoome so loaded rvith regulatory meaning and intent. They

have chosen to adopt different terminology- to accomplish the intent of TMDL - "allocation of

responsibility," This definition appears on page 8 ofthe Watershed Task Foroe Report'

VIII. Economic Considerations Task Force

. The Economic Considerations Task Force sought clarification regxdingeoonomic terms used

in task force reports. The terms, suoh as "economic impact." have speoifio meanings for

economists. Task force reports use these terms rvithout necessarily intending the specific

meanings associated with the words rvhen used by economists. .An example is the Chemical'

Specific Objectives Task Foroe Repor! recommendation 2, rationale B, page 3 wbrch

includes the phrase "...to meet their legal obligations to review economio impacts..." It was

olarified thai"economio oonsiderations" rvould more accurately reflect the intent ofthe

Chernical-Speoific Objectives Task Foroe.

. The Chemioal-Speoific Objectives Task Foroe used risk levels of l0r and 105 in

recommendation 2, page 3 oftheir report. It was olarified that these risk levels were not

inteirded to bs limits or bounds, but that the State should consider at least 10r and l0{ in their

analyses.


